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Group members often over-weigh shared information and under-value unique information during discussions to thedetriment of decision quality. Fortunately, perceiving other group members as receptive to dissenting opinions may
enhance information sharing. We distinguish between two ways of expressing opinion-differences about tasks—debates and
disagreements—that we predict are perceived by others as conveying varying degrees of receptivity to dissenting opinions.
In four studies with mixed methods and a causal chain design, we manipulate and measure group members’ (the “senders”)
expressions of debates and disagreements, others’ (the “receivers”) perceptions of the senders’ receptivity to dissenting
opinions, and receivers’ information sharing intentions and behavior. We demonstrate that task conflicts that are expressed
as debates rather than as disagreements are associated with greater information sharing because receivers perceive senders
to be more receptive to dissenting opinions. We, thus, offer a novel approach to increasing information utilization during
group decision making and help resolve the paradoxical effects of opinion differences on group performance.
Keywords : task conflict; debate; disagreement; perceived receptivity to dissenting opinions; information sharing; group
performance
History : Published online in Articles in Advance December 14, 2015.
Introduction
Individual and group decision-making processes are
often biased by people over-weighing shared information
and opinion conformity and under-valuing unique infor-
mation and dissenting opinions during group discussions
(Frey 1986, Janis 1972, Stasser and Titus 1985). This
preference for shared information often generates pre-
mature convergence that undermines decision quality by
cutting short the search for and deep consideration of
all of the information necessary to make optimal deci-
sions (Hackman and Morris 1975, Janis 1972, Stasser
and Titus 1985). “Groupthink” and social conformity
research reveal pressures on group members to suppress
their dissenting opinions during group discussions for
fear of disrupting the group’s cohesion or being excluded
from the group (Asch 1955, Janis 1972, Phillips and
Loyd 2006, Turner et al. 1992). The consequences of
members’ failing to share and process dissenting infor-
mation can be extremely costly, however. It was cited
as a major cause of both the Space Shuttle Challenger
explosion (Vaughan 2004) and the failure of the U.S.
intelligence community to prevent the 9/11 terrorist
attacks (Kean 2011). More generally, research has shown
that without expressing dissenting opinions, group mem-
bers integrate knowledge insufficiently (Cruz et al. 1997,
Nemeth and Rogers 1996), coordinate their tasks ineffi-
ciently (Andres and Zmud 2001), perform suboptimally
and feel dissatisfied with their group (Mesmer-Magnus
and DeChurch 2009). Thus, there is a paradox in group
decision-making processes between members’ aversion
to expressing dissenting opinions and the need for them
to do so to improve the quality of the group’s decision
outcomes.
Past research has shown that framing decision
processes as solving problems rather than making
judgments (Stasser and Stewart 1992) or as inquisitive
deliberations rather than persuasive advocacy (Garvin
and Roberto 2001, Schwenk and Valacich 1994) reduces
premature convergence by encouraging receptivity to
dissenting information and opposing points of view.
High levels of receptivity to dissenting opinions induces
thoughtful consideration of criticism and alternative sug-
gestions (Brett 2007, Jehn 1995, Weingart et al. 1999)
and increases members’ sense that they can safely share
their dissenting opinions without incurring interpersonal
risks (Burris 2012, Edmondson 2004). Our research
question, therefore, is how can we encourage organi-
zational members to approach decision making with a
mindset that makes them more receptive to dissenting
opinions to enhance information sharing in groups?
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We build on recent research on organizational conflict
that emphasizes the information-sharing implications
of conflict processes and expressions (the behavioral
interactions through which members express and man-
age differences; DeChurch et al. 2013, Todorova et al.
2014, Weingart et al. 2015) by distinguishing the effects
of task-focused conflicts that are expressed as debates
versus as disagreements on information sharing. We
focus on conflict because it occurs “when an individual
or group perceives differences and opposition between
itself and another individual or group” (De Dreu and
Gelfand 2008, p. 6). Historically, research on conflict
has focused on conflict types rather than conflict expres-
sions, with an inconsistently supported conclusion that
task-focused conflicts induce more information sharing
and better decision outcomes than do person-focused
conflicts (De Dreu and Weingart 2003, De Wit et al.
2012, DeChurch et al. 2013, Devine 1999, Moye and
Langfred 2004). Task-focused conflict has traditionally
been treated as “perceived disagreements among group
members about the content of the tasks being per-
formed” (Jehn 1995, p. 258). More recent work has iden-
tified that how people interact regarding their differences
is at least as important as the source of their perceived
incompatibilities (DeChurch et al. 2013). Research that
focuses on conflict expressions rather than perceptions
suggests that task conflicts that are expressed as debates
rather than as disagreements may induce particularly
positive behavioral interactions between a sender and
a receiver of a conflict message (Behfar et al. 2008,
Todorova et al. 2014, Weingart et al. 2015). Thus, we
posit that when task-focused conflicts are expressed as
disagreements or debates (by the “sender” of the conflict
message), the impacts on information sharing by other
group members (the “receivers” of the conflict mes-
sage) will differ because of various levels of the sender’s
receptivity to dissenting opinions.
Weingart et al. (2015) developed a theoretical frame-
work that distinguishes conflict expressions based on
directness, or how explicitly the substance of the opposi-
tion is communicated, and oppositional intensity, which
is the degree of strength with which opposition is con-
veyed by the sender during a conflict event. They pro-
posed that conflicts that are expressed directly and with
low oppositional intensity (i.e., debates) are most likely
to induce de-escalatory conflict spirals in which infor-
mation is shared and the conflict is resolved (see also
Behfar et al. 2008, Todorova et al. 2014). Because
the traditional conceptualization of task conflicts as
perceived disagreements fails to specify how they are
expressed, we posit that the elusive positive poten-
tial of task conflicts on information sharing may only
arise when they are expressed specifically as direct,
low-intensity debates. This may be because disagree-
ments can be interpreted as conveying varying degrees
of directness and intensity, whereas debate expressions
are less ambiguous. In sum, we predict that when task-
focused opinion diversity is communicated as debates
rather than as disagreements, information sharing is
more likely to occur because debates increase expecta-
tions that others are more receptive to dissenting opin-
ions. We will hypothesize and demonstrate that this
effect can be observed by receivers of task-focused
debate expressions perceiving senders as more receptive
to dissenting opinions than when they receive disagree-
ment expressions. Perceiving the sender of task-focused
opposition as more receptive will lead to greater will-
ingness to share information with them. We summarize
our theoretical framework in Figure 1.
We conduct four studies to test our hypotheses.
In Study 1, we experimentally manipulate an osten-
sible group member’s (the sender’s) expressions of
debates and disagreements to establish their differential
effects on participants’ (the receivers’) perceptions of the
sender’s receptivity to dissenting opinions. In Study 2,
we manipulate a sender’s level of receptivity to dis-
senting opinions to examine the effects on partici-
pants’ (receivers’) information sharing with the sender.
In Study 3, we again manipulate a sender’s expressions
of debates and disagreements and examine whether these
manipulations have differential effects on the receivers’
information sharing via measured perceptions of the
sender’s receptivity to dissenting opinions. In Study 4, a
naturalistic classroom study with a time-lagged design,
we see that the full mediation chain replicates at the
team level with more external validity by testing if mea-
sured expressions of debate and disagreement produce
different effects on information sharing because of vari-
ation in perceived receptivity to dissenting opinions.
We aim to contribute to the literature on group deci-
sion making in several ways with this paper. First,
our research suggests that biased information process-
ing may be mitigated by increasing perceived receptivity
to dissenting opinions, which serves as an antecedent
of sharing information with someone who has different
opinions in a group. Second, our research incorpo-
rates a fairly new predictor—expressions of task-focused
opposition as debates versus disagreements—which con-
tributes to research that may improve the predictive
validity of the task conflict construct with fewer bound-
ary conditions on its effects (DeChurch et al. 2013,
Lehmann-Willenbrock et al. 2011, Weingart et al. 2015).
Moreover, a comparison between debate and disagree-
ment expressions adds nuance to our understanding
the effects of task-focused conflict that helps reconcile
previous inconsistent findings. Third, existing research
posits why conflict expressions may influence infor-
mation sharing from receivers without empirical tests
regarding the mediating processes (Todorova et al. 2014,
Weingart et al. 2015). Our investigation focuses on
receiver’s perceptions of the sender’s receptivity to dis-
senting opinions as an intermediary between sender’s
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Figure 1 Theoretical Model of Opinion-Difference Expression
(+)
Receivers’
information
sharing
behavior
Receivers’
perceptions
of the senders’ 
receptivity
Senders’ debate
expressions
(–)
(+)
Senders’ disagreement
expressions
conflict expressions and receiver’s information sharing.
Thus, we provide a new way of thinking about uti-
lizing opinion differences in groups to overcome the
paradoxical role of dissenting information in decision
making that we described earlier in the introduction.
Our results offer a clear prescription to change the
way organizational members think about task conflicts
to encourage them to express opinion differences as
debates and discourage expressing opinion differences
as disagreements.
Theoretical Background and Hypotheses
We predict that receivers’ perceptions of senders’ recep-
tivity to dissenting opinions depend on how senders
express their opposition. Prior research on conflict types
distinguishes between conflicts that focus on tasks, per-
ceived disagreement over ideas and opinions pertaining
to the group’s task (Jehn 1995, 1997) and conflicts that
focus on people, which result from interpersonal incom-
patibilities (Jehn 1995, 1997). Several meta-analytic
studies have determined that conflicts that focus on peo-
ple are consistently detrimental to group performance,
information sharing, and members’ affective outcomes,
such as satisfaction, trust, and group cohesion (De Dreu
and Weingart 2003, De Wit et al. 2012, DeChurch
et al. 2013). In contrast, the effects of task-focused con-
flicts are more mixed, with some studies indicating that
task-focused conflicts may help to improve information
sharing by increasing re-evaluation of initial positions
and stimulating scrutiny of the task at hand (Amason
1996, DeChurch et al. 2013, Jehn 1995), whereas others
(including several meta-analytic results) indicating nega-
tive or neutral associations (De Dreu and Weingart 2003,
De Wit et al. 2012).
We build on several recent studies that shed more light
on the elusive positive effects of task-focused conflicts
on information sharing by specifying how opinion differ-
ences are expressed by message senders. Weingart et al.
(2015) characterize conflicts that are expressed with high
directness and low oppositional intensity as “debates or
deliberations” in which the sender conveys a clear mes-
sage of opposition along with low entrenchment in their
positions and no intention to subvert the receiver. The
receiver does not feel attacked, and therefore can use the
information conveyed reflectively rather than reactively,
which may induce a de-escalatory conflict spiral of
problem solving and information sharing (pp. 249–250).
Empirically, in the meta-analysis reported by DeChurch
et al. (2013), the authors found that how teams inter-
act regarding their differences is at least as important
as what types of conflicts teams have. Specifically, the
more that team members engaged in open, collaborative
conflict management processes, the better the teams per-
formed. In a second relevant empirical study, Todorova
et al. (2014) determined that expressions of mild opinion
difference expressions (debates and expressing differ-
ent viewpoints) differed from intense opinion difference
expressions (criticisms, arguments, and clashes) in terms
of the amount of information about the conflict partici-
pants acquired. Greater information acquisition induced
a chain of positive emotions and job satisfaction. Simi-
larly, Behfar et al. (2008) identified through qualitative
analyses that high-performing teams engaged in com-
promising, debating, and open communication conflict
management practices, which enhanced member satis-
faction and shared understanding of the group’s task
and processes. Furthermore, Priem et al. (1995) found
that when groups engaged in structured discussion tech-
niques that required them to debate task-focused con-
flicts during decision-making tasks, they experienced
better affective and decision quality outcomes than when
they utilized alternative decision-making techniques that
did not induce debates. Thus, open, collaborative conflict
management processes and mild, low-intensity conflict
expressions seem to improve the informational and per-
formance benefits of task-focused opinion differences.
Direct conflict expressions also may be expressed
with higher oppositional intensity, such as verbally dis-
agreeing with another’s opinion and arguing about an
issue (Weingart et al. 2015). Weingart et al. (2015)
describe high directness, high intensity conflict expres-
sions as arguments or fights in which “negative emo-
tions interfere with receivers’ ability and willingness to
use the information provided constructively” (p. 248).
They predict that conflicts expressed this way are likely
to escalate and result in information restriction, nega-
tive emotions, and poor performance. Consistent with
these predictions, Behfar et al. (2008) found that teams
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whose members used more intense conflict expressions
to manage conflicts, such as emphasizing idiosyncratic
solutions that singled people out or enforcing rules
to induce conformity from dissenters, tended to have
poor performance and/or unsatisfied members. Likewise,
Todorova et al. (2014) determined that high-intensity
conflict expressions were associated with lower informa-
tion acquisition about the substance of the conflict, less
positive emotions, and lower job satisfaction than were
low-intensity expressions.
Although empirical evidence that disagreements are
experienced specifically as high-intensity conflicts is
scant (c.f., Todorova et al. 2014), several studies indi-
cate that disagreements impair perceived receptivity and
openness. For instance, van Woerkom et al. (2010) dis-
covered that disagreements have negative effects on
openness for sharing opinions as well as seeking and
sharing advice within work teams from a wide range
of organizations. Langfred (2007) found that within
self-managing teams, disagreements reduce task interde-
pendence, which could reduce knowledge sharing (Lin
2010). Furthermore, Simons and Peterson (2000) found
that in companies that provided hospitality services, dis-
agreements within top management teams were nega-
tively correlated with trust among team members. These
findings, thus, suggest that expressing opposition as dis-
agreements may reduce perceived receptivity to dissent-
ing opinions and information sharing.
Importantly, we do not believe those differences arise
because of the labels of “debate” and “disagreement,”
but to the underlying mindset about task-focused con-
flicts that frames how the expression of dissenting opin-
ions are perceived in a particular organizational or
team context. We, therefore, predict that the effects
of task-focused conflict on receiver’s perceptions of
sender’s receptivity to dissenting opinions will depend
on the extent to which opinion differences are expressed
directly as low-intensity debates rather than as disagree-
ments. Thus, we propose the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1. Debate and disagreement expressions
influence receivers’ perceptions of senders’ receptivity
to dissenting opinions differently such that debates gen-
erate higher perceived receptivity to dissenting opinions
than do disagreements.
We predict that perceived receptivity to dissenting
opinions is key to information sharing among decision
makers based on decades of research demonstrating that
group decision processes that emphasize openness, con-
cern for others, and collaboration produce the most pos-
itive affective and performance effects in groups (Behfar
et al. 2008, De Dreu et al. 2000, DeChurch et al. 2013,
Gelfand et al. 2012, 2008, Jehn 1995). We extend this
literature by specifying that the impact of how senders
express their opposition affects how receivers of con-
flict messages perceive the senders, which ultimately
affects receivers’ willingness to share information. As
Weingart et al. (2015) argue, “for a conflict expression to
elicit a reaction, it must first be perceived 0 0 0 0 Receivers’
perceptions subsequently determine their cognitive and
behavioral responses” (pp. 244–245; see also, Chambers
and Melnyk 2006).
When receivers perceive a sender to be more recep-
tive to dissenting opinions, the receivers may feel less
social threat from expressing their different opinions
and more social trust and psychological safety (Alge
et al. 2003, Edmondson 2004). Social trust and psycho-
logical safety are associated with information sharing
and behaviors that overcome group conformity pressure
(Homan et al. 2008). For instance, receivers may engage
in an honest discussion of divergent viewpoints (Gelfand
et al. 2012), generate and share their unique perspectives
(Nemeth et al. 2004), and feel confident to voice dissent-
ing opinions (Phillips and Loyd 2006). In conflicts and
negotiations, receivers who perceive the sender as more
receptive to dissenting opinions may be more willing to
share their preferences, make concessions, and consider
mutually beneficial outcomes (Beersma and De Dreu
1999, De Dreu et al. 1998).
When senders are perceived to be unreceptive to
receivers’ dissenting opinions, however, conflict expres-
sions may be experienced as competitive and threat-
ening. This may cause receivers to restrict information
sharing because of defensive threat-rigidity (Brett et al.
2007, Ellemers et al. 1997, Shimizu 2007, Staw et al.
1981). The receivers may feel threatened by the senders’
unreceptiveness because it may hinder receivers from
achieving their personal goals or desired outcomes.
When senders are perceived to be unreceptive to dissent-
ing opinions, receivers may expect them to utilize a more
individualistic conflict management approach that does
not take the receivers’ interests or points of view into
consideration (DeChurch et al. 2013). Receivers who
experience conflicts this way may defensively restrict
information sharing specifically, such as conveying only
information that favors their own preferences (Staw et al.
1981). Receivers may also be less motivated to elicit
information from the sender (Burris 2012). Withholding
information and eliciting less information constitutes a
barrier to sharing information between the sender and
the receiver. Thus, we propose the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 2. The more that receivers perceive
senders as receptive to dissenting opinions, the more
receivers are willing to share information.
Hypothesis 3. Senders expressing debates leads to
receivers’ greater willingness to share information than
does senders expressing disagreements by increasing
receivers’ perceptions of senders’ receptivity to dissent-
ing opinions.
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Studies 1 and 2: A Causal Chain Analysis
of the Mediation Model
We conduct two studies to test the hypotheses about
how a sender’s conflict expressions influence a receiver’s
information sharing via the receiver’s perception of the
sender’s receptivity to dissenting opinions. We adopt a
causal chain design, as recommended by Spencer et al.
(2005), to examine the associations among the variables.
The causal chain design involves conducting separate
studies with a manipulated independent variable in one
and a manipulated mediator in the other. This design
provides stronger evidence for causality of the media-
tion model than does a single study with a measured
mediator and a measured dependent variable. Thus, in
Study 1, we examine the relationship between conflict
expressions and perceived receptivity to dissenting opin-
ions (testing Hypothesis 1) with manipulated conflict
expressions. In Study 2, we examine the relationship
between perceived receptivity to dissenting opinions and
information sharing (Hypothesis 2) with a manipulation
of perceived receptivity to dissenting opinions.
Study 1: Conflict Expressions and
Perceived Receptivity
The purpose of Study 1 is to examine how a sender’s
expressions of opposition as debates and disagree-
ments differentially affect a receiver’s perceptions of
the sender’s receptivity to dissenting opinions. Because
intense expressions of opposing opinions are also more
likely than mild opinion-difference expressions to be
associated with negative emotions and less likely to be
associated with positive emotions (Todorova et al. 2014,
Weingart et al. 2015); we also examine emotions as
alternative dependent variables that could affect infor-
mation sharing in our study.
Participants and Research Design
Eighty-seven undergraduate students participated in an
on-site study in exchange for course credits. We removed
one participant’s data because her online survey crashed
during the study so she could not enter her decision
(final sample: 72.09% females, Mage = 22035, SDage =
1038). The between-subjects design consists of two
(debate versus disagreement) conditions.
Procedures and Measures
Participants read that they would be presented with a
negotiation task regarding the determination of a signing
bonus in a merged company and would be paired with
another participant with whom they would negotiate to
determine the amount of the signing bonus that would
be offered to new employees. Participants first entered
their initials that they would like be referred to by their
counterpart. Then, participants read a negotiation sce-
nario modified from Dimotakis et al. (2012). In this
negotiation scenario, participants represented the inter-
ests of Prairie Incorporated (Prairie), which planned to
merge into a single company with Savanna Enterprises
(Savanna). Participants needed to negotiate over the
signing bonus in the merged company with a represen-
tative from Savanna. Previously, Prairie offered a gen-
erous signing bonus (10% of the initial salary) whereas
Savanna had not offered any signing bonuses. Prairie
would like to continue to institute a generous signing
bonus to attract good potential employees in the merged
company, whereas Savanna did not want to offer any
signing bonus. Although participants expected to inter-
act with another participant who was taking the study
at the same time, the partners were actually computer-
generated scripts.
Participants were told that they would submit the first
offer for the signing bonus and their counterpart, osten-
sibly named “RK,” would respond to their offer and
have an opportunity to write them a message. The nego-
tiation range of starting salaries was between 0% and
12% of the initial salary for the signing bonus. After
submitting their first offer, participants were informed
that their counterpart did not accept their first offer and
had recommended 0.5% for the signing bonus. Partic-
ipants then read a different message from their coun-
terpart depending on the condition to which they were
randomly assigned. In the debate (N = 42) and dis-
agreement (N = 44) conditions, they read the message
“Hi [the participant’s initials]. I debate [disagree] that
[the participant’s first offer] makes sense. My company
has not offered any signing bonus previously. I think that
we are debating [disagree] about what an appropriate
signing bonus is.”
Participants next answered questions that we devel-
oped regarding their perceptions of their counterpart’s
receptivity to dissenting opinions (Alpha = 0090). The
items included “RK will enjoy doing the task with me
even though I have different opinions,” “RK will make
an extra effort to listen to my different viewpoints,”
“RK will not consider my opinions that are inconsis-
tent with his or hers,” “RK will reject my opinions that
are inconsistent with his or hers,” “RK will be open
to my comments and reactions,” and “RK will consider
my different points of view.” The endpoints of the per-
ceived receptivity scale ranged from one = “Strongly
Disagree” to seven = “Strongly Agree.” In addition, par-
ticipants rated five adjectives to indicate their current
level of negative emotions (Alpha = 0074), including
“Upset,” “Hostile,” “Ashamed,” “Nervous,” and “Afraid,”
and five adjectives to indicate their current level of
positive emotions (Alpha = 0083), including “Alert,”
“Inspired,” “Determined,” “Attentive,” and “Active.” The
scales were adapted from Thompson (2007) and ranged
from one = “Not at all” to five = “Extremely.” After-
ward, participants reported their demographics, includ-
ing gender and age. Finally, participants were thanked
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and debriefed about their counterpart being simulated by
a computer.
Manipulation Check
We conducted a separate pilot study to test the effective-
ness of our manipulations in a context where it would
not break the illusion of an interaction between real par-
ticipants. (See Griskevicius et al. 2011 for an example
of previous research that has examined the effective-
ness of manipulations using pilot studies.) Thirty-four
adults (44.12% female; age: M = 33079, SD = 9060) par-
ticipated in the pilot study for monetary compensation
through Amazon Mturk. They read the same negotiation
materials as in the formal study and read both messages
from the counterpart, presented in random order. After
each message, they completed two manipulation check
scales. We developed a five-item debate scale from Beh-
far et al. (2013; Alpha = 0095, sample item: “RK would
have debates with me about our different opinions and
ideas”), and a four-item disagreement scale that was
modified from Jehn’s task conflict scale (1995; Alpha =
0084, sample item: “RK would disagree with me about
opinions regarding the work being done”). We also asked
two simpler manipulation check items, “we will have a
debate with each other” and “we will have a disagree-
ment with each other.” All were measured on a scale
from one = “Strongly Disagree” to seven = “Strongly
Agree.”
We examined the effects of conditional differ-
ences on our manipulation check scales to take into
account within-subject effects using analysis of variance
(ANOVA). The results indicated significant effects of
our manipulations on the debate 4F = 120001 p < 00015
and task conflict scales 4F = 70641 p < 00015. Partic-
ipants in the debate condition 4Mestimate = 50491SE =
00155 reported higher debates than did those in the
disagreement condition 4Mestimate = 40601SE = 00235.
Participants in the disagreement condition 4Mestimate =
50311SE = 00195 reported higher disagreements than
did those in the debate condition 4Mestimate = 40681
SE = 00215.
The manipulations also produced significant dif-
ferences on the debate 4F = 280301 p < 000015
and disagreement 4F = 190041 p < 000015 single-item
checks. Participants in the debate condition 4Mestimate =
50971SE = 00145 were more likely to report that they
would have debates than those in the disagreement
condition 4Mestimate = 40291SE = 00315. Participants in
the disagreement condition 4Mestimate = 50741SE = 00265
were more likely to report that they would have disagree-
ments than those in the debate condition 4Mestimate =
40291SE = 00315. These results confirm the differential
effects of our manipulations, as well as the consistency
between the scales and single-item manipulation check
measures.
Table 1 Descriptive Statistics for Variables in Study 1
Standard
Variable Mean deviation 1 2 3
1. Condition 0049 0050
2. Perceived 3080 1014 0043∗∗∗
Receptivity
3. Negative Emotions 1067 0059 −0017 −0011
4. Positive Emotions 3005 0079 0020 0025∗ 0019
Note. n = 86.
∗ = p < 0005; ∗∗∗ = p < 00001.
Results and Discussion
In Table 1, we present the means, standard deviations,
and correlations among the variables from our formal
study.
We conducted three ANOVAs to examine the effects
of our conditions on each of our dependent variables,
perceived receptivity, negative emotions, and positive
emotions. We found that participants in the debate
condition perceived their counterpart as more recep-
tive to dissenting opinions than did those in the dis-
agreement condition (F = 18091, p < 00001; debate:
Mestimate = 4030, SE = 0016; disagreement: Mestimate =
3033, SE = 0016), which supports Hypothesis 1. There
were nonsignificant differences on both negative emo-
tions 4F = 20421 p = 00125 and positive emotions 4F =
30331 p= 00075 between the debate and the disagreement
conditions.
In sum, these results suggest that task opinion differ-
ences expressed as debates are perceived as indicating
that the sender is more receptive to the receivers’ dis-
senting opinions than are disagreements, as predicted.
In addition, we did not find the effects of conditional dif-
ferences on emotions and therefore we do not examine
emotions in our subsequent studies.
Study 2: Perceived Receptivity and
Information Sharing
The purpose of the study is to continue the causal chain
analysis by examining how a sender’s perceived recep-
tivity to dissenting opinions affects a receiver’s informa-
tion sharing.
Participants and Research Design
One hundred and seven adults (76.64% female; age:
M = 21084, SD = 4016) were recruited through a univer-
sity participant pool for an online study in exchange for
monetary compensation. The between-subjects design
consists of two (low perceived receptivity versus high
perceived receptivity) conditions.
Procedures and Measures
Participants were told that they would answer some
questions related to their demographics, be presented
with a task involving policy recommendations for a
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school of business and policy administration (BPA), and
be paired with a partner with whom they would work to
discuss solutions to problems in this school.
Participants first answered questions related to their
demographics, such as gender and year of birth, and
entered their initials by which their partner would
address them. Then they read materials about a pol-
icy recommendation task modified from Wheeler and
Mennecke (1992). Participants were presented with a
scenario in which they served as a representative of the
student council. They also read information about differ-
ent problems the school was facing (an increased tuition
fee, a low ratio of lab computers to students, a short-
age of experienced instructors, an insufficient number
of course sections offered, and a large class size). They
then indicated which problem they considered to be the
most serious.
Next, participants were informed that the researchers
were interested in investigating different kinds of joint
decision-making processes and therefore the partici-
pants’ partner would be instructed to engage in the
interactions in a certain way. Afterward, participants
were supposedly paired with another participant whose
initials were “LS.” In reality, they interacted with a
computer script. Participants were randomly assigned
to read different information about how LS ostensibly
had been instructed by the experimenters to interact
with the participant. Following the suggestions made by
Spencer et al. (2005), we developed the script to parallel
the items we used to measure perceived receptivity in
Study 1. In the high perceived receptivity (N = 54) (and
low perceived receptivity (N = 53)) conditions, partic-
ipants read the message: “LS will be receptive [unre-
ceptive] to your different opinions and points of view.
LS will stay open [closed] to your comments and reac-
tions; LS will consider [reject] your opinions that are
different from his or hers and will make an extra effort
to listen to [ignore] your different viewpoints. LS will
enjoy [not enjoy] doing the task with you even though
[because] you might have different opinions.” LS was
designated as the subject of each statement because LS
is the sender in the study and also the evaluation target.
To confirm the effectiveness of this manipulation, we
had participants complete the same perceived receptiv-
ity of the sender scale used in Study 1 (Alpha = 0096),
where one = “Strongly Disagree” and seven = “Strongly
Agree.”
Participants next completed the information-sharing
scale (Alpha = 0090) from Bunderson and Sutcliffe
(2002) with slight modifications to clearly be about the
receiver’s (participant’s) intentions to share information
with the sender (“LS”) in the upcoming joint decision
task. The items included “I will freely share with LS
the information used to make key decisions in the task,”
“I will work hard to keep LS up to date on the main
problems of the task,” and “I will keep LS “in the loop”
about key issues affecting the solutions to the problems
in the task.” The scale ranged from one = “Strongly Dis-
agree” and seven = “Strongly Agree.”
Additionally, the participants made a behavioral
choice about whether or not they would share infor-
mation with LS. They were asked, “After all is said
and done, if given the option to present your opinions
directly to the associate dean of the BPA School as
an individual, without LS as a teammate, what would
you prefer to do?” Their choice to share their opinions
directly with the associate dean of the BPA School or to
share their opinions with LS first and then present their
ideas as a team to the associate dean of the BPA School
is a behavioral indicator of their preference for sharing
information with the sender. This forced choice format
was different from that of the self-reported measures,
which alleviates concerns regarding a single source bias
between the receptivity manipulation check scale and
the choice of information sharing preference (Podsakoff
et al. 2003). Forced-choice tasks also reduce demand
characteristics imposed by experimental settings (Justice
1985). Therefore, information sharing intentions and
preferences were assessed by both the three-item mea-
sured scale and forced-choice behavior.
Results and Discussion
Manipulation Check0 We conducted an ANOVA to
examine the effects of the conditions on our manipula-
tion check items. The results indicated that participants
in the high perceived receptivity condition 4Mestimate =
50671SE = 00185 perceived their partner as more recep-
tive to dissenting opinions than did those in the low
perceived receptivity condition 4Mestimate = 20751SE =
00181 F = 1260971 p < 000015, which confirms the effec-
tiveness of our manipulation.
Hypotheses Test Results0 In Table 2, we present the
means, standard deviations, and correlations among the
variables. The positive correlation between the informa-
tion sharing measure and the choice to share informa-
tion was significant 4r = 00251 p < 00015, as expected,
though low. This may be due to the difference between
the intention to share information and the actual choice
to share information as well as to the different types of
variables (a continuous variable and a binary variable).
Table 2 Descriptive Statistics for Variables in Study 2
Standard
Variable Mean deviation 1 2
1. Perceived Receptivity 0050 0050
2. Information Sharing 5052 1023 0034∗∗∗
3. Choice to Share 0069 0046 0031∗∗ 0025∗∗
Information
Note. n = 107.
∗∗ = p < 0001; ∗∗∗ = p < 00001.
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Results of an ANOVA indicated significant effects of
perceived receptivity to opposing viewpoints on intended
information sharing 4F = 140061 p < 000015. Participants
in the high perceived receptivity condition 4Mestimate =
50941SE = 00165 reported that they intended to share
more information than did those in the low perceived
receptivity condition 4Mestimate = 50091SE = 00165.
We also conducted a chi-square test to examine the
differential effects of the conditions on the information-
sharing behavioral choice because both the indepen-
dent variable, “condition,” and dependent variable,
“choice,” were categorical variables. We found signifi-
cant effects of perceived receptivity to dissenting opin-
ions on the preference for sharing information choice
42 = 100271 p < 00015. The results indicate that the
participants in the high perceived receptivity condition
(83.33%) were more likely to share their opinions with
their partner first and then present their ideas as a team
to the associate dean of the BPA School rather than
to share their opinions directly with the associate dean
than were those in the low perceived receptivity con-
dition (54.72%). These results demonstrate that when
a sender is perceived by a receiver to be more recep-
tive to dissenting opinions, the receiver is more willing
to share information, which supports Hypothesis 2. We
note, however, that our manipulation of perceived recep-
tivity was fairly heavy-handed and somewhat unnatu-
ral. We, therefore, conducted another study to test the
full mediation chain with a more plausible interaction
manipulation.
Study 3: Partner Conflict Expressions,
Perceived Receptivity and Information
Sharing
Although Studies 1 and 2 support the associations
between task opinion-difference expressions and per-
ceived receptivity and the relationship between perceived
receptivity and information sharing, respectively, in this
study, we examine the full model to see if a sender’s
debate expressions are more likely to elicit a receiver’s
information sharing than are disagreement expressions
because of debate expressions producing higher percep-
tions of the sender’s receptivity to dissenting opinions
than do disagreement expressions. To enhance the gen-
eralization of the findings, in Study 3 we use a different
group task. In addition, we include an opinion-difference
expression control condition and investigate actual infor-
mation sharing behavior rather than just information
sharing intentions or preferences. Furthermore, to add
nuance, we examine what kind of information the par-
ticipants chose to share with their partner, based on
the rated importance of each piece of information they
selected to share. Given the same frequency of infor-
mation exchange, sharing information that is more rel-
evant or important to the task should be considered
higher-quality information sharing that should lead to
better decisions than is sharing information that is irrel-
evant or unimportant to the task (Raghunathan 1999).
Participants and Research Design
One hundred and forty-one adults (43.97% female; age:
M = 36019, SD = 11039) recruited through Amazon
Mturk participated in an online study in exchange for
monetary compensation.
The between-subjects design consists of three (debate
versus control versus disagreement) conditions. Partici-
pants were told that they would answer some questions
related to their personal background, be presented with a
decision-making task regarding the acquisition of one of
two companies (Power Electronics or Whiz-Bang Elec-
tronics), and be paired with a partner with whom they
would work to jointly select which of the two compa-
nies should be acquired. As in the previous studies, the
partner was actually a pre-programmed computer script.
Procedures and Measures
Participants first answered questions related to their
demographics, such as gender and year of birth, and
entered their initials by which their partner would
address them. Then they read materials about a decision-
making task modified from McLeod et al. (1997). Par-
ticipants were presented with 12 pieces of information
about the two companies, such as their financial perfor-
mance, business strategy, characteristics of the manage-
ment team, and human resources practices. The order
of the information presented was randomly assigned.
Six pieces of information favored Power Electronics
(e.g., Power Electronics has a more experienced man-
agement team than does Whiz-Bang Electronics) and
the other six pieces of information favored Whiz-Bang
Electronics (e.g., Whiz-Bang Electronics is more sensi-
tive to customers’ needs than is Power Electronics). The
participants evaluated the importance of each piece of
information based on whether the information is related
to the potential return on the acquisition (where one =
“Not at all Important” and seven = “Very Important”),
and indicated their personal preference to acquire either
Power Electronics or Whiz-Bang Electronics.
Next, participants were informed that their partner
had made a different choice for the acquisition than the
one selected by the participant. They were randomly
assigned to read different messages from their partner
regarding his or her expectation for how they would
interact with each other. In the debate (N = 47) and
disagreement (N = 47) conditions, participants read the
message: “Hi [participant’s initials]. Nice to meet you! I
see we have different opinions about the best acquisition
target. I expect that we’ll have a debate [disagreement]
about the pros and cons of acquiring the different com-
panies.” In the control (N = 47) condition, participants
read the same message except the last sentence related to
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the expectations of debate or disagreement was omitted.
Then participants answered the two simple manipulation
check questions from the Study 1 pilot test: “We will
have a debate with each other,” and “we will have a
disagreement with each other,” where one = “Strongly
Disagree” and seven = “Strongly Agree”.
They next completed the perceived receptivity to
dissenting opinions scale from the previous studies
(Alpha = 0083). Afterward, the participants selected 6 of
the 12 pieces of information about the two companies
to share with their partner for their discussion to decide
which company they should acquire. The importance of
the information each subject opted to share with their
partner served as the dependent variable. To evaluate
the importance of shared information, we used the aver-
ages of the participant’s importance preratings for the
six pieces of information they selected to share.
We opted to hold the quantity of information shared
constant at six pieces to force participants to make
choices to mitigate the social desirability of their
responses (Arnold and Feldman 1981) and to increase
the depth of their information processing for the selec-
tion task. We were concerned that if given the oppor-
tunity to choose how many pieces of information to
select, respondents would just pick the 1 or 2 most obvi-
ous items or share all 12 of them rather than expend
the effort needed to evaluate and select items to share
strategically. By forcing participants to choose 6 of the
12 items to share, variation in the rated importance of
the selected items indicates thoughtful, strategic differ-
ences in information-sharing decisions. After making
their selections, the participants were all debriefed and
thanked.
Results and Discussion
Manipulation Check and Randomization Examination0
Because of a significant, positive correlation between
the debate and disagreement manipulation check items
4r = 543p < 000015 in the current study, we controlled
disagreements [debates] when examining the conditional
effects of our manipulations on the debate and disagree-
ment manipulation check items with analysis of covari-
ance (ANCOVA) and planned contrasts. The ANCOVA
results showed significant differences in participants’
reports that they would have debates among condi-
tions (debate condition, Mestimated = 6000, SE = 0019;
control condition, Mestimated = 5012, SE = 0019; dis-
agreement condition, Mestimated = 5015, SE = 0019), F =
7029, p < 00001. The results of the contrast tests indi-
cated that participants in the debate condition were
more likely to report that they would have debates
with their partner than were those in the control con-
dition 4Mean difference = 00881SE = 00261 p < 00015
and in the disagreement condition 4Mean difference =
00851SE = 00261 p < 00015. There were also significant
Table 3 Descriptive Statistics for Variables in Study 3
Standard
Variable Mean deviation 1 2
1. Condition 0000 0082
2. Perceived Receptivity 5017 1003 0018∗
3. Information Sharing 5077 0079 0010 0040∗∗∗
(self rating)
Notes. n = 141. The coding of Condition: Debate = 1; Control = 0;
Disagreement = −1.
∗ = p < 0005; ∗∗∗ = p < 00001.
differences among conditions on participants’ reports
that they would have disagreements (debate condi-
tion, Mestimated = 4066, SE = 0019; control condition,
Mestimated = 4078, SE = 0019; disagreement condition,
Mestimated = 5032, SE = 0019), F = 3047, p < 0005. The
results of planned contrast tests showed that partici-
pants in the disagreement condition were more likely
to report that they expected to have disagreements with
their partner than were those in the control condi-
tion 4Mean difference = 00541SE = 00271 p < 00055 and
in the debate condition 4Mean difference = 00661SE =
00271 p < 00055. We also used ANOVAs to determine
that there were no differences between conditions on
participants’ ratings of the perceived importance of the
pieces of information that favored Power Electronics or
Whiz-Bang Electronics.
Hypotheses Test Results0 In Table 3, we present the
means, standard deviations, and correlations among the
variables.
We used Hayes and Preacher’s (2014) method to
test indirect effects with a multicategorical indepen-
dent variable, using the disagreement condition as
the reference group (results reported in Table 4). We
found that participants in the debate condition per-
ceived their partner to be more receptive to their
ideas than did those in the disagreement condi-
tion 4B = 00451 p < 00053Mdebate = 50421SDdebate =
00893Mdisagreement = 40981SDdisagreement = 1007). However,
there was no difference in perceived receptivity between
the control 4B = 00131 p= 00543M = 50111SD = 10105
Table 4 OLS Regressions in Study 3
DV: Information
DV: Receptivity sharing
Dummy 1 0045∗ 0005
(Debate vs. Disagreement)
Dummy 2 0013 0016
(Control vs. Disagreement)
Perceived receptivity 0030∗∗∗
Adjusted R2 0002 0015
Df1, Df2 2,138 3,137
F 2036+ 9026∗∗∗
Notes. n = 141. Unstandardized coefficients are reported.
+ = p < 0010, ∗ = p < 0005, ∗∗∗ = p < 00001.
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and the disagreement conditions. In a follow-up anal-
ysis with the control condition as the reference group,
we determined that participants in the debate condition
did not perceive their partner to be more receptive than
did those in the control condition either 4B = 00321 p =
00145, which means the effect of the control condition
on perceived receptivity was in between the effects of
the debate and disagreement expressions. When using
the condition dummy variables and perceived receptiv-
ity as independent variables that predicted information
sharing, the effects of the two dummy variables were
not significant (both Bs < 0017, both ps > 0028) and
perceived receptivity had a significant direct effect on
information sharing 4B = 0030, p < 000015. The variance
inflation factors (VIFs) of the predictors in the regres-
sion models were all less than 1.38, which indicates low
multicollinearity.
Participants in the debate condition shared more
important information than did those in the disagree-
ment condition via enhanced perceived receptivity to
dissenting opinions (95% bias-corrected bootstrap confi-
dence interval = 0.02, 0.30, 1,000 replications; Preacher
and Hayes 2008). However, there was no differ-
ence in information sharing between the control and
the disagreement conditions via perceived receptivity
(95% bias-corrected bootstrap confidence interval =
− 0010, 0.18, 1,000 replications) or between the
debate and control conditions via perceived receptiv-
ity (95% bias-corrected bootstrap confidence interval =
−0002, 0.22, 1,000 replications). These results demon-
strate that debates are more likely to enhance the ten-
dency to share important information through increasing
the perceived receptivity of the sender to the receiver’s
dissenting opinions than do disagreements, which sup-
ports Hypotheses 1–3.
Discussion0 Our results support the full causal model
that debates and disagreements influence the sharing of
important information differently by affecting perceived
receptivity to dissenting opinions. Although the trends
indicated that those who received disagreement or debate
expressions perceived senders as less or more receptive
(and shared less or more information with them) than
did those in the control condition, respectively, the con-
trasts between each focal condition and the control con-
dition did not reach the level of statistical significance.
To strengthen our external validity and increase the gen-
eralization of our findings, in the next study, we con-
ducted a classroom survey with a time-lagged design to
replicate our findings more naturalistically.
Study 4: Group Conflict Expressions,
Perceived Receptivity, and Information
Sharing
The purpose of Study 4 is to determine if we can repli-
cate the differential effects of debate and disagreement
expressions on receiver’s perceptions that their group
members are receptive to dissenting opinions and if
this perceived receptivity is subsequently associated with
information sharing in real groups that interact on mean-
ingful long-term tasks. Our research setting is the man-
agement school of a large university. Participants were
masters of business administration students from three
classes that were related to organizational behavior.
In the classes, students were assigned to study groups to
complete group assignments. These groups are an ideal
research setting because the group assignment grades
are a substantial component of their course grades and,
therefore, students regarded their group performance as
consequential. In addition to disagreements and debates,
we measured experiences of person-focused, relation-
ship conflicts to ascertain the effects of disagreement
expressions in the context of the groups’ full range of
conflict experiences. Past research has demonstrated sig-
nificant, positive correlations between task conflict and
relationship conflict (e.g., Chun and Choi 2014) and
negative effects of relationship conflict on information
sharing (e.g., Lu et al. 2011). These findings suggest
that disagreements may also be associated with relation-
ship conflict and overlapping effects of disagreement and
relationship conflict on information sharing may exist.
Sample and Procedure
The sample consisted of 149 students (87% response
rate; 61.07% male) who were enrolled in the 10-week
organizational behavior-related courses. They were orga-
nized into 32 study groups (M = 4066 members, SD =
0094), which were formed at the beginning of the aca-
demic quarter and worked together on all course assign-
ments and in-class exercises. Participants completed the
first-wave survey to report their own expressions of
debates, disagreements, and relationship conflicts dur-
ing the fourth and fifth weeks of the quarter after sub-
mitting their first group project assignment and before
receiving their grades on it. Then participants reported
their perceptions of other group members’ receptivity
between week eight and week nine, after submitting their
second group project assignment and before receiving
their grades on it. Finally, participants completed a sur-
vey retrospectively reporting how much information they
shared in group discussions between the tenth week of
the class and the final exam one week later. Within each
survey, we randomized the question order. Thus, this
research involved a time-lagged design that strengthened
the causal relationships and reduced same-source bias
among the measured variables.
Measures
Participants rated the five debate items we developed
in the Study 1 pilot test (Alpha = 0090, sample item:
“I often have debates with other members of my group
about our different opinions and ideas”), and disagree-
ment (Alpha = 0072, sample item: “I disagree with other
members of my group about opinions regarding the work
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being done”) as well as the relationship conflict items
(Alpha = 0090, sample item: “I have personality conflicts
with other members of my group”) from Jehn (1995).
These items measure conflict expressions at the individ-
ual level.
Because respondents reported both about the conflict
messages they sent and their perceptions of their other
team members’ receptivity to dissenting opinions (in a
later survey, described below), to distinguish between
the sender effects and the receiver effects in our model,
we aggregated the individual conflict expressions to the
group average in our analyses. Aggregating the conflict
expression data enables us to test our theoretical model
more accurately than we could using individual level
responses to those items. Whereas a model with the
individual-level conflict expression and perceived recep-
tivity responses would be interpreted as the effects of a
sender’s conflict expressions on the sender’s perceptions
regarding the group’s receptivity to dissenting opinions,
which is inconsistent with our theoretical model, aggre-
gated conflict expression data represent the extent to
which different types of conflict messages were sent
in the team overall. The individual-level responses to
the perceived receptivity and information sharing items
(described below), represent receivers’ perceptions of
the conflict messages that were sent in the team. Further-
more, aggregation reduces the risk of single source bias.
Recent research suggests that group conflict perceptions
are asymmetric, with high levels of within-group varia-
tion (Jehn et al. 2010), so it is appropriate to treat group
conflict as an additive composition model (Chan 1998),
which does not require within-group agreement to aggre-
gate. That is, the higher the average ratings of debate
and disagreement expressions, the more those kinds of
expressions were sent by members of the group.
We measure receivers’ information sharing and per-
ceived receptivity of other team members at the individ-
ual level of analysis because these two variables involve
individual’s perceptions of group interactions (“refer-
ence shift” model, Chan 1998). This multilevel approach
helps distinguish between senders’ conflict expressions
(i.e., a group’s average debate and disagreement expres-
sions) and a receiver’s perceptions of senders’ recep-
tivity (i.e., individual perceptions of the receptivity of
other group members). In the second survey, we admin-
istered the same perceived receptivity to dissenting opin-
ions scale as in prior studies, with slight modifications to
reference other group members’ perceived receptivity to
dissenting opinions (Alpha = 0070: “Other members of
my group were open to my comments and reactions”).
We measured information sharing retrospectively in the
third survey with the three-item scale from Bunderson
and Sutcliffe (2002) that we used in Study 2, e.g., “Infor-
mation used to make key decisions was freely shared
among the members of our group” (Alpha = 0075). The
scales of all the items range from one = “Strongly Dis-
agree” to seven = “Strongly Agree.”
Results
In Table 5, we present the means, standard deviations,
and correlations among the variables. We observe that
the correlation between the debate and disagreement
expressions (r = 0067, p < 00001) is higher than the
correlation between the debate and relationship conflict
expressions 4r = 00281 p < 000015 and is roughly the
same as the correlation between the disagreement and
relationship conflict expressions 4r = 00691 p < 000015.
This suggests that the debate and disagreement expres-
sions may belong to the same latent construct, such
as task-focused conflicts, and that disagreements are
more strongly associated with relationship conflicts than
debates are. Although we did not find significant correla-
tions between conflict expressions and perceived recep-
tivity, these correlational analyses did not take into
account the overlapping effects of the conflict expres-
sions and random effects from group differences. There-
fore, we used a multilevel regression analysis to address
these issues in our subsequent analyses.
Comparative Confirmatory Factor Analysis 4CFA5
Results0 Since participants rated multiple scales during
the first-wave survey at one time point, we conducted
comparative CFAs to examine the uniqueness of the con-
flict expression and type scales. Fit statistics for the
unconstrained three-factor model, including debate, dis-
agreement, and relationship conflict, met acceptable cri-
teria: 2 = 109057 (df = 63), p < 00001, comparative fit
index (CFI) = 0.96, root mean square error of approxi-
mation (RMSEA) = 0.07. Fit statistics for the one- and
two-factor models with the covariance among the three
latent factors set equal to one were worse than the fit
statistics for the three-factor model (all ps< 00001 from
chi-squared differences tests comparing the three-factor
model to the alternative models).
Hypotheses Test Results2 Mixed-Level Analyses0 We
examined the effects of group-level, aggregated conflict
expressions on individual perceptions of group mem-
bers’ receptivity and information sharing within groups
using a restricted maximum likelihood (REML) regres-
sion with group identifier, group size identifier, and class
section identifier as random effects. We treated debate
and disagreement as focal predictors and relationship
conflict as a control variable.
As we report in Table 6, with perceived receptiv-
ity to dissenting opinions as the dependent variable,
we found that debate and disagreement had signifi-
cant differential effects 42 = 80231 p < 00015. Specif-
ically, debate was positively associated with perceived
receptivity 4B = 00321 p < 00015 whereas disagreement
was negatively associated with perceived receptivity
4B = −00511 p < 00015, which supports Hypothesis 1.
Relationship conflict was not significantly associated
with perceived receptivity 4B = 00091 p = 00485. With
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Table 5 Descriptive Statistics for Variables in Study 4
Standard
Variable Mean deviation 1 2 3 4
1. Debate 3082 0071
2. Disagreement 2089 0058 0067∗∗∗
3. Relationship Conflict 1081 0061 0028∗∗∗ 0069∗∗∗
4. Perceived Receptivity 5092 0058 0003 −0013 −0014
5. Information Sharing 5098 0080 0005 −0005 −0024∗∗ 0036∗∗∗
Notes. n = 149. The variables of debate, disagreement, and relationship conflict are the group averages of individual
conflict expressions.
∗∗ = p < 0001; ∗∗∗ = p < 00001.
debate, disagreement, relationship conflict, and per-
ceived receptivity as predictors of information shar-
ing, we found that receptivity was positively associated
with information sharing 4B = 00451 p < 000015. This
positive, significant relationship supports Hypothesis 2.
In addition, relationship conflict was negatively associ-
ated with information sharing 4B = −00481 p < 00015,
which is consistent with past research (e.g., Lu et al.
2011). We determined that the VIFs of the predictors are
all less than 3.61, which indicates low multicollinearity.
We also determined that when controlling for relation-
ship conflict, debates and disagreements were associated
with information sharing via perceived receptivity to
dissenting opinions with a z-prime estimation of mul-
tilevel indirect effects recommended by MacKinnon et
al. (2002; also see Park and DeShon 2010). Debate
and disagreement had differential indirect effects on
information sharing 4z′ = 40571 p < 00055. Debate
was positively associated with information sharing by
enhancing perceived receptivity 4z′ = 20311 p < 00055
whereas disagreement was negatively associated with
information sharing by reducing perceived receptivity
4z′ = −20261 p < 00055. The results support Hypothe-
sis 3. The results of post-hoc tests without controlling
relationship conflict do not change any of the results.
Together, the results support Hypotheses 1–3 in a time-
lagged, naturalistic classroom study of coacting teams.
This adds external validity and generalizability to the
findings from our previous studies.
Table 6 REML Regressions in Study 4
DV: Perceived DV: Information
receptivity sharing
Relationship conflict 0009 −0048∗∗
Debate 0032∗∗ −0002
Disagreement −0051∗∗ 0035
Perceived receptivity 0045∗∗∗
Df 3 4
Wald 2 11052∗∗ 28027∗∗∗
Notes. n = 149. Unstandardized coefficients are reported. Debate
and disagreement had significant differential associations with per-
ceived receptivity 42 = 80231 p < 00015.
∗∗ = p < 0001; ∗∗∗ = p < 00001.
General Discussion
This research contributes to the literature on group deci-
sion making and conflict by specifying the impact of
how task-focused opposition is expressed on perceived
receptivity to dissenting opinions and information shar-
ing. Our results demonstrate that different viewpoints
appear to benefit groups when opinion differences are
expressed as debates because it enhances the receiver’s
perception that the sender is receptive to dissenting opin-
ions, which increases the receiver’s willingness to share
information. When opinion differences are expressed as
disagreements, however, the conflict is disruptive and
counter-productive because it dampens receivers’ per-
ceptions of senders’ receptivity to receivers’ dissenting
opinions and decreases their information sharing inten-
tions, preferences, and behavior. Our research, thus, adds
to the nascent literature on the effects of conflict expres-
sions rather than conflict type (Todorova et al. 2014,
Weingart et al. 2015), and connects the apparent bene-
fits of expressing task-focused opposition as debates to
a wider range of group decision-making processes than
has been previously studied.
Our research offers clear practical advice that group
leaders should encourage debate and discourage dis-
agreement to improve team performance. Although we
found that we could effectively manipulate perceptions
by simply labeling the conflict expressions, we believe
that in practice it is important to develop mindsets
that frame opinion diversity during decision making as
debates rather than disagreements. Team leaders or man-
agers may do so by asking team members to debate
rather than disagree about new ideas or alternative sug-
gestions, as we did in our manipulations, and to facil-
itate members’ explaining their viewpoints and voicing
their concerns regarding the final decisions (Behfar et al.
2008). Managers could also use structured debates by
dividing members into two subgroups who engage in a
formal discussion with opposing arguments (Priem et al.
1995). These tactics to engage in low intensity, direct
expressions of task-focused opposition may encourage
group members to keep an open mind and be receptive
to dissenting opinions, which may ultimately achieve the
goal of information sharing within groups.
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Theoretical Implications
Our research contributes to the growing evidence that
the ways in which conflicts are expressed is important to
understanding how conflicts affect group processes and
outcomes (DeChurch et al. 2013, Lehmann-Willenbrock
et al. 2011, Weingart et al. 2015). Existing research on
group conflict has focused primarily on the situations in
which task conflicts are beneficial or detrimental to orga-
nizations (De Dreu and Weingart 2003, De Dreu et al.
1999) rather than on variation in how they are expressed
during the group processes. By connecting the expres-
sion of task-focused opposition to group discussion pro-
cesses, we have explicated a mechanism through which
direct, low-intensity task debates consistently enhance
information sharing.
The impact of perceived receptivity to dissenting
opinions contributes to other group process research.
For instance, past research has demonstrated that
when group members are open to differences in their
viewpoints, they achieve superior affective outcomes,
including satisfaction and viability, as well as team per-
formance (DeChurch et al. 2013). Our research offers
a potential explanation for why openness contributes to
affective outcomes and team performance: An individ-
ual may perceive his or her group members as more
receptive to dissenting opinions and therefore the indi-
vidual may feel more satisfied with the group and may
be highly motivated to perform his or her task. Whereas
existing research has identified conspicuous interven-
tions to achieve these process goals, such as relying on
team leaders’ direct involvement to increase the amount
of unique information shared (Larson et al. 1998), imple-
menting structured decision processes (Kelly and Karau
1999, Parks and Cowlin 1995), or imposing time con-
straints on preparations for group discussions (Kelly
and Loving 2004), our research demonstrates that the
same information utilization effects can be achieved
more organically by encouraging opinion diversity to
be expressed as debates and discouraging disagreements
among group members.
Like work on the personality trait of openness, which
finds that this is an important ingredient for task con-
flict to be associated with positive outcomes (Bradley
et al. 2013, de Jong et al. 2013), our work suggests
that behaviors that convey openness to different view-
points play an essential role in strengthening the positive
impact of opinion differences on performance. However,
the practical implications of these papers may be dif-
ferent from ours. To achieve optimal effects of opin-
ion differences, The findings reported by Bradley et al.
(2013) and de Jong et al. (2013) suggest that teams need
to select members based on their openness personality
traits, whereas our results suggest that teams can change
their expressions of opinion differences based on process
interventions without restaffing. Bringing the individual
differences and group processes perspectives together
may be a fruitful direction for future research.
Our work also complements related recent stud-
ies of group conflict, particularly Todorova et al.
(2014). In their field study of a health care facil-
ity, the authors established that frequent expressions
of mild task debates (compared to intense arguments)
increased team members’ understanding about the issues
in conflict, which enhanced the members’ emotional
energy, enthusiasm, and job satisfaction. Thus, they,
too, observed benefits of expressing task-focused oppo-
sition as debates, but on a different set of mechanisms
and outcomes. Specifically, they looked at the effects
of debates versus arguments on acquiring information
about the conflict issues, whereas we looked at the effect
of debates versus disagreements on sharing information
about the decision being made. Furthermore, although
their primary mechanism was emotion activation, we did
not find distinct effects of debates and disagreements on
emotions in Study 1. Taken together, these two stud-
ies offer empirical evidence in support of the theoretical
model developed by Weingart et al. (2015) and suggest
conflict expressions may explain substantial variance in
a range of group processes and outcomes. In sum, our
findings about the positive impact of expressing oppo-
sition as debates plausibly could enhance the full range
of positive group decision-making processes with less
intrusive intervention.
Limitations and Future Research
Although our paper offers several new insights, its lim-
itations suggest directions for future research. First, our
assessment of how debates and disagreements influ-
ence group processes does not involve the associations
between information sharing and group performance.
Nonetheless, the association between information shar-
ing and group performance is so robust (see Mesmer-
Magnus and DeChurch 2009) that we do not consider
our assumption that differences in information sharing
is associated with meaningful variation in decision qual-
ity and group performance to be controversial. Second,
researchers should identify potential boundary condi-
tions of the relationships between the expressions of
opinion differences and information sharing, such as the
types of tasks. For instance, debates may have positive
effects on group performance in a collaborative task,
such as in an integrative negotiation, whereas disagree-
ment may have a positive impact on group performance
in a competitive task, such as in a distributive negoti-
ation task. Varying the task context in future research
will help extend our understanding of the effects of
these constructs. Third, further research should identify
potential moderators of the relationships between con-
flict expressions and perceived receptivity to dissenting
opinions, as well as of the relationships between per-
ceived receptivity and information sharing. For instance,
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demographic dissimilarity might moderate the associ-
ation between perceived receptivity and information
exchange because more dissimilarity could increase dis-
comfort and decrease enjoyment from the exchange of
opposition viewpoints (Dumas et al. 2013). A team’s
learning orientation or task interdependence could also
potentially moderate the effects of task-focused conflict
expressions on perceived receptivity and information
sharing (Todorova et al. 2014). Thus, we encourage
future research to examine moderated relationships like
these. Fourth, we did not distinguish among different
aspects of information sharing in the current studies.
However, it is possible that debates are more related to
information elaboration whereas disagreement may have
stronger effects on information evaluation (Paletz and
Schunn 2010). Thus, scholars may consider examining
the impacts of opinion-difference expressions on more
nuanced constructs of information exchange in future
studies.
Finally, although we examined the effects of debate
and disagreement on group processes and outcomes,
the reasons why group members express debates or
disagreements remain unclear. One prospect for future
research is to consider goal orientation (Rawsthorne and
Elliot 1999, Smiley and Dweck 1994). For instance,
group members with a learning goal orientation may
debate about different viewpoints because they want to
learn different ideas from others. However, those with
a performance goal orientation may disagree with oth-
ers because they desire to advocate their own opinions.
These limitations of the current work offer opportunities
for subsequent research to advance our understanding of
how the expressions of opinion differences may function
in groups.
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